5.  Based on all the evidence, including Complainant's
testimony and that of her witnesses and witnesses of Respondent,
and the pathologist's opinion, I find that on February 11,
1982, about 3:00 p.m., Complainant reported for work while
appearing to be, and in fact being, under the influence of
alcohol.  In her condition, it was reasonable for Respondent

to require her to submit to a blood alcohol test at Brook-
wood Clinic at Respondents expense and, because of her
failure to do so, to suspend her two days for reporting
for work in an unfit condition and failing to submit to such
a test.  By delaying a blood alcohol test until 6:30 or 7:00
p.m., Respondent caused a lower showing of blood alcohol
content than would have been shown had she been tested
around 3:00 p.m. I find nothing discriminatory in Respondent's
treatment of Complainant on February 11, 1982.

6.   Complainant filed a grievance under Article XXIII,
Section (b) (2) of the National Bituminous Coal Wage Agreement
of 1981, concerning Respondent's discipline of her for the
February 11, 1982, incident.  The grievance went to arbitration.
After an arbitration hearing the arbitrator found the facts
against Complainant.

7.   In April 1982, Complainant bid on a vacancy for a
motorman position.  The job was awarded under the procedures
of the collective bargaining agreement to a miner who was
senior to Complainant and who had better experience and
qualifications for the motorman job than Complainant.
Complainant filed a grievance over this matter, but withdrew
her grievance at the third step in the grievance procedure.

I find no discriminatory intent or action in Respondent's
decision in filling the motorman vacancy.

8.  On December 7, 1982, Complainant was disqualified

from the position of motorman.  I find that she was disqualified
from that position because the company in good faith determined
that she could not perform all of the required duties of the
motorman job, and that this decision by the company was
nondiscriminatory and supported by ample facts. Complainant
filed a grievance over this disqualification, and the grievance
went to arbitration.  After an arbitration hearing, the
arbitrator found the facts against Complainant.

DISCUSSION WITH FURTHER FINDINGS

Complainant alleges in her Complaint that she was
discriminated against on August 16, 1980.  However, there
was no evidence of this alleged act of discrimination.  This
charge will be dismissed for lack of proof.  Also, this
allegation is time-barred by section 105(c)(2) of the Act,
which will be discussed later.ew member, p. 14).  Petitioner concludes.that it was
